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REMARKS 

In the Final Office Action, the Examiner noted that claims 1-38 and 40-41 are 
pending in the application, claims 1, 10-25, 34-38, and 40-41 are withdrawn from 
consideration, and claims 2-9 and 26-33 are rejected. In view of the following 
discussion, the Applicant submits that none of the claims now pending in the application 
are anticipated under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. §102. Thus, the Applicant believes 
that all of these claims are now in condition for allowance. 

REJECTION OF CLAIMS UNDER 35 U.S.C. S102 

The Examiner rejected claims 2-9 and 26-33 as being separately anticipated by 
Kurby (United States patent 6,323,804, issued November 27, 2001), Krasner (United 
States patent 6,150,980, issued ), and Naruse (United States patent 6,369,751, issued 
April 9, 2002). The rejections are respectfully traversed. 

A. The Kurby patent 

The Examiner reiterated the anticipation rejection over Kurby as set forth in the 
previous Office Action (paper no. 8). In addition, the Examiner alleged that Kurby 
determines a timing offset from a time synchronization signal of a cellular network and 
acquires GPS signals using the timing offset. (Final Office Action, p. 2-3, 1J5). The 
Examiner further alleged that Kurby recovers the satellite navigation message from the 
acquired GPS signals, which includes a clock message providing GPS time (i.e., time- 
of-day). (Final Office Action, p. 2-3, 1J5). The Examiner concluded that Kurby teaches 
"'processing satellite trajectory data within a GPS handheld device using time of day 
determined from a time synchronization signal of a cellular network."' (Final Office 
Action, p. 2-3, fl5). The Applicant respectfully disagrees. 

Kurby teaches using the frame timing within a satellite communication data signal 
to determine a time reference that may be used to generate an absolute time within a 
GPS device. (See Kurby, Abstract). In particular, Kurby uses a unique time slot within 
the satellite data signal to determine the start of a frame that is known to repeat at a 
particular time interval. (See Kurby, col. 4, lines 31-54). The absolute time is used to 
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rapidly acquire signals from GPS satellites by synchronizing the CDMA pseudo noise 

codes that spread the GPS signals. (See Kurby, col. 5, lines 33-40; FIG 4). 

In view of the foregoing, Kurby does not teach each and every element of the 

Applicant's invention recited in claim 2. Namely, Kurby does not teach or suggest 

processing satellite trajectory data within a GPS handheld device using a time of day 

* determined from a time synchronization signal of a cellular network . Specifically, the 

Applicant's claim 2 positively recites: 

"A method, comprising: 

obtaining a time synchronization signal from a cellular network at a global 
positioning system (GPS) handheld device without a subscription to the cellular 
network using a front end only capable of receiving signals from said cellular 
network; 

determining a timing offset responsive to the time synchronization signal; 
determining a time of day responsive to the timing offset; and 
processing satellite trajectory data within the GPS handheld device using 
the time of day ." (Emphasis added). 

Kurby, however, uses a determined reference time to acquire GPS signals, rather than 
to process satellite trajectory data. (See Kurby, col. 5, lines 33-37; FIG. 4, steps 414 
and 416). Using a reference time to acquire GPS signals, as taught by Kurby, does not 
teach or suggest using a timing offset or reference time to compute time-of-day and 
then processing satellite trajectory data using the time-of-day, as recited in the 
Applicant's claim 2. 

Moreover, the Examiner stated that "[t]he acquisition of the signals [in Kurby] and 
the subsequent demodulation thereof results in the reading of the almanac and 
ephemeris data, which is equivalent to the satellite trajectory data, as well as the 
determination of GPS time which is substantially equivalent to time of day." (Final 
Office Action, p. 3, 1f5). Determining time of day from a clock message in the navigation 
message modulating the satellite signals, however, does not teach or suggest 
processing satellite trajectory data using a time of day that has been already determined 
from a time synchronization signal of a cellular network, as recited in the Applicant's 
claim 2. Kurby is devoid of any teaching or suggestion of processing satellite trajectory 
data using time of day determined from a time synchronization signal of a cellular 
network. 
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"Anticipation requires the presence in a single prior art reference disclosure of 
each and every element of the claimed invention, arranged as in the claim." Lindemann 
Maschinenfabrik GmbH v. American Hoist & Derrick Co. , 221 USPQ 481, 485 (Fed. Cir. 
1984) (emphasis added). Since Kurby does not teach or suggest processing satellite 
trajectory data within a GPS handheld device using a time of day determined from a 
, time synchronization signal of a cellular network, Kurby does not teach each and every 
element of the Applicant's claim 2. Therefore, the Applicant contends that the invention 
recited in claim 2 is not anticipated by Kurby and, as such, fully satisfies the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. §102. 

Claim 26 recites features similar to those features recited in claim 2 emphasized 
above. Thus, for the same reasons discussed above, the Applicant contends that the 
invention recited in claim 26 is not anticipated by Kurby and fully satisfies the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. §102. Finally, claims 3-9 and 27-33 depend, either directly or 
. indirectly, from claims 2 and 26 and recite additional features therefor. Since Kurby 
does not anticipate the Applicant's invention as recited in claims 2 and 26, dependent 
claims 3-9 and 27-33 are also not anticipated and are allowable. 

B. The Krasner patent 

The Examiner reiterated the anticipation rejection over Krasner as set forth in the 
previous Office Action (paper no. 8). In addition, the Examiner alleged that Krasner 
teaches an embodiment where the mobile device determines its own position (i.e., the 
"self-determined position" embodiment) without transmitting any signals to the cellular 
network. (Final Office Action, p. 3, T|7). The Examiner concluded the Krasner teaches a 
receive-only front end, as recited in the Applicant's claims 2 and 26, since Krasner is 
capable of operation without transmission. (Final Office Action, p. 3, 1|7). The Applicant 
respectfully disagrees. 

Krasner teaches deriving timing signals from a communication system to provide 
accurate time information for a GPS receiver. (See Krasner, Abstract). In particular, 
Krasner uses the frame timing within the data signal to derive a reference time that may 
be used by the GPS receiver to determine position of GPS satellites. (Krasner, col. 9, 
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lines 8-47; col. 1 0, line 51 through col. 1 1 , line 34; FIGs. 4A and 4B). Krasner employs 
a combined GPS/communication receiver to perform the time determination, such as a 
GPS receiver and cellular telephone combination. (See Krasner, col. 1 1 , lines 55-67). 

Krasner, however, does not teach each and every element of the Applicant's 
invention recited in claim 2. Namely, Krasner does not teach or suggest obtaining a 
time synchronization signal from a cellular network at GPS handheld device using a 
front end only capable of receiving signals from said cellular network . Rather, Krasner 
receives a cellular signal using a communication transceiver that is capable of receiving, 
processing, modulating, and transmitting cellular signals. (See Krasner, col. 5, lines 7- 
48; FIG. 1, element 120). The Applicant's invention, as recited in claim 1, uses a front 
end only capable of receiving cellular signals, which reduces mobile device complexity 
and cost as compared to the full communications transceiver employed by Krasner. 
Receiving a cellular signal using communication transceiver, which has transmit/receive 
.capabilities, as well as processing capabilities, does not teach or suggest receiving a 
cellular signal using a front end only capable of receiving signals . As such, Krasner 
does not teach each and every element of the Applicant's claim 2. Therefore, the 
Applicant contends that the invention recited in claim 2 is not anticipated by Krasner 
and, as such, fully satisfies the requirements of 35 U.S.C. §102. 

Claim 26 recites features similar to those features recited in claim 2 emphasized 
above. Thus, for the same reasons discussed above, the Applicant contends that the 
invention recited in claim 26 is not anticipated by Krasner and fully satisfies the 
requirements of 35 U.S.C. §102. Finally, claims 3-9 and 27-33 depend, either directly or 
indirectly, from claims 2 and 26 and recite additional features therefor. Since Krasner 
does not anticipate the Applicant's invention as recited in claims 2 and 26, dependent 
claims 3-9 and 27-33 are also not anticipated and are allowable. 

C. The Naruse patent 

The Examiner reiterated the anticipation rejection over Naruse as set forth in the 
previous Office Action (paper no. 8). In addition, the Examiner alleged that the GPS 
receiver of Naruse uses timing information from a cellular network to enable satellite 
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signal acquisition. (Final Office Action, p. 4, 1|9). The Examiner further alleged that 
"[s]signal acquisition leads to demodulation of the navigation message of the satellite 
signals" and that the "satellite navigation message includes satellite ephemeris and 
almanac data as well as accurate time data." (Final Office Action, p. 4, 1f9). The 
Examiner concluded that Naruse teaches "'processing satellite trajectory data within a 
GPS handheld device using a time of day determined from a time synchronization 
signal of a cellular network."' (Final Office Action, p. 4, 1|9). The Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. 

Naruse teaches generating a code timing signal in response to determining the 
head timing of the PN code cycle of the CDMA signal, and using the code timing signal 
to generate a system time for use by a GPS receiver. (See Naruse, col. 4, lines 47-60). 
Using the system time, Naruse determines the head timing of the PN code cycle of a 
GPS signal. (Naruse, col. 5, lines 35-40). 

Naruse, however, does not teach each and every element of the Applicant's 
invention recited in claim 2. Namely, Naruse does not teach or suggest processing 
satellite trajectory data within a GPS handheld device using a time of day determined 
from a time synchronization signal of a cellular network . Rather, Naruse employs a 
system time derived from a CDMA signal to determine the head timing of the 
pseudorandom code that spreads the satellite signals. In other words, Naruse uses the 
system time to assist in acguiring the satellite signals by synchronizing to the 
pseudorandom code that spreads the signals. Naruse is devoid of any teaching or 
suggestion of processing satellite trajectory data using time of day determined from a 
time synchronization signal of a cellular network. Using a reference time to acquire 
GPS signals, as taught by Naruse, does not teach or suggest using a time of day to 
process satellite trajectory data, as recited in the Applicant's claim 2. Moreover, as 
discussed above with respect to the Kurby reference, determining time of day from a 
clock message in the navigation message modulating the satellite signals does not 
teach or suggest processing satellite trajectory data using a time of day that has been 
already determined from a time synchronization signal . 
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For these reasons, Naruse does not teach each and every element of the 
Applicant's claim 2. Therefore, the Applicant contends that the invention recited in claim 
2 is not anticipated by Naruse and, as such, fully satisfies the requirements of 35 U.S.C. 
§102. Claim 26 recites features similar to those features recited in claim 2 emphasized 
above. Thus, for the same reasons discussed above, the Applicant contends that the 

r invention recited in claim 26 is not anticipated by Naruse and fully satisfies the 

requirements of 35 U.S.C. §102. Finally, claims 3-9 and 27-33 depend, either directly or 

* indirectly, from claims 2 and 26 and recite additional features therefor. Since Naruse 
does not anticipate the Applicant's invention as recited in claims 2 and 26, dependent 
claims 3-9 and 27-33 are also not anticipated and are allowable. 

CONCLUSION 

Thus, the Applicant submits that none of the claims presently in the application 
; are anticipated under the provisions of 35 U.S.C. § 102. Consequently, the Applicant 
believes that all these claims are presently in condition for allowance. Accordingly, both 
reconsideration of this application and its swift passage to issue are earnestly solicited. 

If, however, the Examiner believes that there are any unresolved issues requiring 
the maintenance of any adverse final action in any of the claims now pending in the 
application, it is requested that the Examiner telephone Mr. Robert M. Brush, Esq. or 
Mr. Raymond R. Moser Jr., Esq. at (732) 530-9404 so that appropriate arrangements 
can be made for resolving such issues as expeditiously as possible. 



Respectfully submitted, 
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